







語の police やギリシャ語の都市や政治組織を意味する poli とも関連してお
り，文明（ギリシャ語では polititizmos）とは, 言動や態度の制御の学習が,
後に自己及び社会の管理の方法へと発展していった人間の進化の過程である,




同様のことはイギリスでも見られた。Watt (2003) によると，polite という
語の使用は, 中世以降のテキストでは散発的であったのが, 16世紀ごろには
その頻度は増えたものの，その使用が一般化したのは17世紀になってからで
あった｡ 当時, それよりも一般的であったのは, civil, courtesy, virtue, good
manners といった語で，それらは, 廷臣 (courtiers) や貴族階級 (nobilities)
らの相応しい振る舞いを言及するのにしばしば用いられた。後に17世紀には,






















1970年以降であり,そのきっかけとなったのは, Lakoff (1973, 1975)，Brown
and Levinson (1987 [1978]), 及び Leech (1983) に代表されるストラテジー
としてのポライトネス理論である。これらは，何れもポライトネスを, 理性
に基づいた個人の意図的な働きかけによる, 対立を回避する言語的手段であ
ると見做し，Grice (1975) の会話における「強調の原理」(cooperative princ
iple), 及びその下位原理である会話の「公理」(maxim) や, 公理の (場合に
よっては露骨な)違反によって生ずる「含意」(implicature) のメカニズムを,
何らかの形で踏襲, 拡大, 或いは応用した理論である｡ しかし, その後その
ようなポライトネス理論は, 根源的に西洋の主体的個人主義に基づくもので






Fraser & Nolen (1981) は，社会的契約 (social contract) の観点から, ポラ
イトネスを社会において存在し，求められる義務と権利に基づいて無意識的






Brown and Levinson (1987 [1978])（以下Ｂ＆Ｌと記す）の理論である。し
かし，Ｂ＆Ｌの理論は，その完成度の高さ故，逆に最も多くの批判を受けて

























のものをどのように捉えるかと関係する。Thomas (1995, p. 149) は，ポラ
イトネス (politeness) という名のもとで研究されてきたものには, ５つの
類似はするものの, 別の現象があると指摘する。その第一は心の中の真の願
いや動機 (a real-world goal)，第二は敬意現象 (deference)，第三はレジスタ









けるポライトネスの研究対象ではないと主張する (1995, p. 152)。
規範的・慣習的な言語表現について，それを何らかの形で区別して捉える
見方は他の研究者によっても論じられている。Fukada et. al. (1977) は，ポ
ライトネスという用語の意味には，目的達成の為の補償としてのストラテジ
ー (“Politeness 1”) と，一般的用語としての解釈である洗練されたマナーや，
謝罪や感謝等の表現に見られるエチケットとしての言葉遣い (“Politeness 2”)



































能力 (rational capacities) である。ここでは第一の特性について下に示す彼
らの定義を検討する。
(ａ) Negative face : the basic claim to territories, personal preserves, rights
to non-distraction i. e., to freedom of action and freedom from imposi-
tion
(ｂ) Positive face : the positive consistent self-image or ‘personality’ (cru-
cially including the desire that this self-image be appreciated and ap-








Negative face: the want of every ‘competent adult member’ that his
actionsbe unimpeded by others.
Positive face : the want of every member that his wants be desirable to at




















である｡ Ｂ＆Ｌでは，フェイスの核心となる概念 (core ideas) は，個人的な
側面と制度的側面を自身の文化に偏った判断で合体させたものであるかもし
れないと述べる一方，彼らが分析した様々な文化のデータに関する限りは,
矛盾なく当てはまると断言している (p. 14)。しかし下の Arundale の指摘に
あるように，二つの部分からなる彼等のフェイスの定義は，他の社会や文化
の基本的な概念に当てはまらない側面があり，再検討の必要がある。
If the “core ideas” of face are interpreted in terms of the latter, more highly
abstract “fundamental ideas about the nature of the social persona,” the de-
gree of consensus among scholars on their “striking familiarity may be rea-
sonably high. But despite the impressive cross-cultural data Brown &
Levinson provided, there is less consensus on the familiarity of the core
concepts among scholars who interpret face in terms of the former, slightly
less abstract “two specific kinds of desires.” But considering the level of
universality of the definitions of positive and negative face wants requires
examining, first, a potential cultural bias that Brown & Levinson noted re-












I believe that a comprehensive assessment of the research on politeness
phenomena under the four perspectives Fraser (1990) identified would
show a predominant emphasis on the personal side of face. Following Brown
& Levinson, that emphasis perhaps reflects “the bias of a culture obsessed
with individual rights and wants,” makes it reasonable to ask if there are
other sides of face that have been de-emphasized, and that might be more
apparent in examining the concept of face in other cultural groups.
(Arundale, 1997, p. 7)
このような偏りについて最も強く主張したのは，特にアジアの言語を研究
する学者である。Matsumoto (1988) は, 日本語の敬語使用の動機付けの扱
いについて検証し，その不適切性を指摘した。彼女は, 日本語の敬語が,
Ｂ＆Ｌの敬意表現 (deference) の項目の中で, 聞き手が話し手からの強要










また，相手に対する丁寧さを示す形態素 (addressee honorifics) や，指示対





Since a person’s self-image in Japan is not as an independent individual but
as a group member having certain relations to others, his concept of ‘face’
is understandably fundamentally different from that of, say, Europeans, who
define themselves as individuals, with certain rights and a certain domain of
independence. There is, in consequence, considerably less evidence in
Japanese culture that the acceptance by other individuals in society depends
to any great extent on not invading the territory of others.
(Matsumoto, 1988, p. 423)
集団の中での位置付けや, 関係の維持に根差したフェイス及びポライトネ














A Chinese S will insist on inviting H to dinner (which implies that S will pay
H’s bill) even if H has already explicitly expressed his desire that S not do
it. In this situation, a European will feel that S’s act of inviting is intrin-
sically impeding, and that S’s way of performing it is even more so. A
Chinese, on the other hand, will think that S’s act is intrinsically polite, and
that the way S performs it shows that S is genuinely polite, for S’s insis-
tence on H’s accepting the invitation serves as good evidence of S’s since









体系 (socioliguistic sub-system) として捉え，それを,「わきまえ」と「働き
かけ」の２つの異なる動機付けからなるモデルを使って説明する。
The proximate starting point for our investigation is the concept of
wakimae, which is fundamental to politeness in Japanese. No single English
word translates wakimae adequately, but ‘discernment’ reflects its basic
sense. In ordinary colloquial usage, wakimae refers to the almost automatic




verbal behaviors. A capsule definition would be ‘conforming to the expected
norm’. . . Complementary to Discernment is the aspect of politeness which
allows the speaker a considerably more active choice, according to the
speaker’s intention, from a relatively wider range of possibilities.























4.1 Durkheim と Goffman に見られるフェイス
Ｂ＆Ｌは彼らのフェイスの概念について，その概念と名称を, 究極的には
Durkheim (1915) の「積極的儀式」(positive rite) 及び「消極的儀式」(nega-



















The term face may be defined as the positive social value a person effec-
tively claims for himself by the line others assume he has taken during a
particular contact. Face is an image of self delineated in terms of approved
social attributes albeit an image that others may share, as when a person



























識を持つ個体でもある。尚, このことは，O’Driscoll (1996, p. 10) が指摘す
るように，人間だけでなく，更に，霊長類一般にも当てはまる特性でもある。









But Brown (personal communication, June 1993) has quite specifically re-
jected any interpretation of positive and negative face wants as psychological
needs : “B & L face wants are an interactionally relevant phenomenon, not
a matter of our deepest personality and identity construction.” Face wants
are, instead, “interactionally relevant desires concerning one’s public self-
image in the context of the moment.” (Arundale,1997, p. 5)11
Ｂ＆Ｌは,「ニーズ」と「願望」という区別しにくい二つの概念について，
前者を「深層の人格」(deep personality) や「アイデンティティ」(identify)






の拠所にしたという）Goffman のフェイスの概念（“an image of self deline-




























































(independence) と「依存」(dependence) (Tannen, 1986),「連携」(associa-









ここでは, これらを，Goffman (1967) が「敬意」(deference) の手段とし
















dale, 1997, p. 18) が指摘するように，その特徴は西洋の伝統的な二元論的な
見方による両極 (a bipolar spatial dimension）に位置するものとしてではな
く，東洋思想の陰陽（Yin & Yang)の概念に照らして理解されるべきもので
ある。即ち, それらは，認知的フェイスと同様，人間の存在の本質的なとこ





















the person’s face clearly is something that is not lodged in or on his body,
but rather something that is diffusely located in the flow of events in the en-
counter and becomes manifest only when these events are read and inter-













Because it is individuals (not dyads, groups, or cultures) who construct and
interpret utterances in interaction, I assume that the individual must have
ready access to knowledge regarding face in the dynamic processes of lan-
guage production and comprehension in conversation. I assume such knowl-
edge will be a perceptual construct, and conceptualize “perception,” or more
accurately “perceiving,” as a transactional process in which a perceiver cre-
ates unique, emergent, and evolving constructs of the perceived, as he / she
encounters the perceived in a dynamic, situated, interdependent interaction.





析能力に関する Mead (1934) の考察 (“I” vs. “me”) を参考に，更に一歩
考察を進め，フェイスは, 参与者の再帰的 (reflexive) な認識の過程から生




(my perceiving of your perceiving of my person)
(２) 相手のフェイス：
あなたの人物 (像) についての, あなたの認識についての, 私の認
識






































[my perceiving of [your perceiving [of my perceiving of [my per-
son]]]]
(２)相手のフェイス：









































於 静岡大学)と, International Conference on Language, Politeness and Gender :
The pragmatic roots (2004年９月３日，於 ヘルシンキ大学）で口頭報告した







The essential idea is this : interactional systematics are based largely on univer-
sal principles. But the application of the principles differs systematically across
cultures, and within cultures across subcultures, categories and groups(p.285)
4．アジア圏以外では，例えば，Weirzbicka (1985) がポーランドの文化について，
Nwoye (1992) がイボ族 (Igbo) の社会について，Pavlidou (1994) がギリシャ
語とドイツ語の比較において，Ｂ＆Ｌの理論の不適合性を指摘している。
5．この政略的行動は, 次のように定義されている。
socioculturally determined behaviour directed towards the goal of establishing
and / or maintaining in a state of equilibrium the personal relationships between
the individuals of a social group (Watt, 2003, p. 20)
6．これは先に触れた２つ目の前提にも関わる点である。























この図式を Hill et. al. (1986) のモデルに当てはめて解釈すると，敬意表現
は「はたらきかけ」(volition) としての非敬語表現と,「わきまえ」としての敬
語表現から構成されるとみなすことができる。しかし，その解釈は適切ではな
い｡ それは，柴田もこの図式化を再検討して指摘しているように, (また, Hill












Formal forms are 1) limited in choice, 2) socio-pragmatically obligatory, 3)
grammatically obligatory, and 4) made in accordance with a person who is not




11．引用符内の陳述は, Arundale が1993年６月に Brown との談話 (personal com-
munication) のなかで, 得た内容である。
12．Goffman の次の表現は此の点を示唆している。
The line maintained by and for a person during contact with others tends to be
of a legitimate institutionalized kind. (Gffman,1987, p. 7)
13．Ｂ＆Ｌ (1987, p. 76) では, 人がフェイスへの威嚇行為 (FTA) の見積もりを
(Wx)決めるにあたっては，関係の隔たり(D)や力関係(P)などが関わるとし,
その算出の方式を Wx＝D(S, H)＋P(H, S)＋Rx で示している。しかし，社会
的な要素が関わる敬語等の使用については，相手に対する強制からの免除





















スに関する Arundale (1997) のコメントからも伺える。
Ho (1976) had argued that face as conceptualized by Chinese “is indicative of
other-directedness, that is, having a sensitivity to how one appears in the eyes
of others and a tendency to act in ways that meet their approval” (p. 875), so
that “much of the time the individual’s actions, far from being directed by his
[sic] own wishes, are in effect dictated by the necessity of meeting the expecta-
tions of others” (p. 873), and importantly, “a person’s face can be lost or gained
「フェイス」の再考
215
Perceptual Base of Face
Perceptual Level of Self Positive/Negative or
Ground Reflexivity Alter Positive/Negative Face
Null
my person as connected with / separate
from your person(s)
My perceiving of your perceiving (s) of
my perceiving of
your person(s) as connected with/separate
from my person
Arundale (1997, p. 21)
─ ─
as a result of the behavior of someone else (particularly someone with whom he
is closely related)” (p. 880).
17．これについては，下の Goffman からの引用が当てはまる。
If the encounter sustains an image of him that he has long taken for granted, he
probably will have few feelings about the matter. If events establish a face for
him that is beter than he might have expected, he is likely to “feel good”; if his
ordinary expectations are not fulfilled, one expects that he wiill “feel bad” or
“feel hurt. (Goffman, 1967, p. 16).
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Linguistic politeness has become one of the major areas of pragmatics since
the advent of so called the three classical theories of politeness by Lakoff (1973),
Brown and Levinson (1987), and Leech (1983). These theories, which all con-
ceive politeness as strategic conflict avoidance, however, have been contested by
several researchers, especially with regard to Brown & Levinson’ notion of nega-
tive face and negative politeness. Their “strategic view” was criticized as deriv-
ing from the high value placed on individualism in Western culture and as
neglecting normative aspects of politeness that are more prominent especially in
Asian cultures (e.g., Ide, 1989 ; Hill et al., 1986 ; Matsumoto, 1988 ; Gu, 1990). In
the present paper, I attempted to resolve this much disputed problem by redefin-
ing the notion of face in Brown and Levinson’s theory, which by far is the most
influential among those taking the “strategic view”. The proposed notion of face
is more culture general and is derived, in the most fundamental sense, from the
existential characteristics of human being as a “person”, who has the dual needs
to associate with others and to be separated from others in a group. The concep-
tual framework of the definition was derived from Goffman’s (1967) original no-
tion of face and two basic categories of face work, “presentational rituals” and
“avoidance rituals”. I argued that face is a psychological construct consisting of
both “cognitive part” and “affective part”, each of which has two subcomponents
that correspond to the intrinsic dual, but non-oppositional, needs of a person.
The cognitive part of face denotes psychological construct of conceptual kind
consisting of “social face”, which concerns social matters such as identity, role,
power, and relationship and “private face”, which concerns matters such as emo-
tion, character, possessions, body, and belief. The affective part of face, on the
other hand, denotes psychological construct of emotional kind consisting of
“positive face”, which is the desire that his conception of self be appreciated
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through presentational actions, and “negative face”, which is the desire that his
conception of self be reserved through avoidance (non) actions. The affective
part of face is based on the meta-consciousness of the cognitive part of face, both
of which are constructed reflexively and through discursive interaction. It is ar-
gued that the proposed notion of face provides a conceptual basis for reconstruct-
ing a universal theory of politeness and a more general theory of face manage-
ment, which I wish to elaborate elsewhere in future studies.
